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The Beaverton Transportation System 
Plan identifies $143M of needed 

motor vehicle projects through 2035   
CURRENT
NEEDS: MOTOR VEHICLE CAPACITY

$6.8M
TOTAL AVERAGE ANNUAL FUNDING TARGET 

Additional Annual Need vs. Current Annual Spending 

$4.8M

$2.0M

Figure 10. Illustration of Annual Funding Needs for Motor Vehicle Capacity Improvements
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The Beaverton Transportation System Plan 
identifies $19.5M for pedestrian 

improvements through 2035  
CURRENT
NEEDS: SIDEWALKS
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Additional Annual Need vs. Current Annual Spending 

Figure 9. Illustration of Annual Funding Needs for Pedestrian Projects

The typical design for arterials and collectors call for bike 
lanes on both sides, therefore a complete bicycle network 
for Beaverton’s roads should total approximately 54 miles.

New Construction: Motor Vehicle Capacity

The Beaverton TSP identifies high priority motor vehicle 
capacity improvements needed through 2035, with an 
anticipated City cost of approximately $142.9M, for a total 
average annual funding target of $6.8M per year  (Figure 10). 
Examples of motor vehicle capacity improvements include 
the addition of turn lanes at intersections, the addition of 
travel lanes along existing streets, and construction of new 
streets. 

Between 2005-2014, on average, the City of Beaverton has 
spent approximately $2M on it’s share for motor vehicle 
projects (29 percent of annual target). Most major street 
(arterial road) projects have been funded by the Washington 
County MSTIP. 

To make progress towards completion of TSP identified motor 
vehicle capacity projects by 2035, on average, an additional 
$4.8M would need to be spent annually. It is worth noting that 
the estimates included here are based only on the 2010 TSP, 
and does not include recent planning efforts such as South 
Cooper Mountain Community Plan or Creekside Master Plan. 
Moving Beaverton Forward: Part 2 will include more detailed 
estimates.
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SECTION VIII: FuNdING OPTIONS
Revenue Tools and Comparison of Metro Cities

Transportation funding tools from cities within the Portland 
metro area were studied as comparators to Beaverton’s 
current revenue sources (Table 6). The comparison here 
shows whether or not a community has adopted a particular 
fee, however the amount of the fees was not analyzed. A 
comparison of the fees will be included in Moving Beaverton 
Forward: Part 2. 

There are five typical types of local transportation revenue 
tools used in the Portland metro area, which include: system 
development charges (charge on new development); utility 

fee, street light fee, sidewalk/bike lane fee (monthly charges); 
and gas tax (charges per gallon of fuel consumed). 

The county gas tax is the most common revenue tool, 
which is utilized by 19 of the 25 metro cities, followed by; 
city  controlled system development charges (adopted by 
14 cities); county controlled system development charges 
(utilized by 13 cities); city controlled utility fee (adopted by 
10 cities); sidewalk/bike lane fee (adopted by 3 cities); local 
gas tax (adopted by 3 cities); and street light fee (adopted 
by 3 cities). 

For comparison purposes of this report, because Beaverton 
dedicates a portion of property tax revenue towards the 
street light fund, Beaverton is identified as having a monthly 
street light fee. 

  

City 
System Development Charge 
(Residential & Commercial)  

(one-time) 

Utility Fee 
(monthly) 

Street Light 
Fee 

(monthly) 

Pedestrian and 
Bike Fee  

(one-time) 

Local 
Gas Tax 

County 
Gas Tax 

 Citywide  City 
Subarea County R C R C R  

Beaverton  X X             X 

Cornelius   X       X 

Damascus           

Durham   X       X 

Fairview          X 

Forest Grove X  X       X 

Gladstone** X          

Gresham X         X 

Happy Valley X          

Hillsboro   X X X X        X 

Johnson City           

King City X  X       X 

Lake Oswego X  X* X X          X 
Maywood Park   X       X 

Milwaukie  X   X          X  X 

Oregon City X   X X     X     

Portland X         X 
Rivergrove   X       X 
Sherwood X  X X X X X X  X 
Tigard X X X X X       X X 
Troutdale X        X X 
Tualatin   X* X X         X 
West Linn X   X X     X   

Wilsonville  X  X* X X X X       X 

Wood Village    X X     X 

Note: R = Residential, C = Commercial, * = portion of the city is within Washington County and participates in the 
Transportation Development Tax Program, ** = fee exists in code but currently set at $0/mo.  

 

Property Tax

X

Table 6. Comparison of Local Transportation Revenue Sources in the Portland Metro Area
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Estimates show that local fees could  
help decrease existing funding gaps  OPTIONS

FOR FUNDING: EXAMPLE

1¢/gallon

$300K /year

For 
every...

Could
Accrue...

$1/month on utility bills

$500K /year

$1K/new home

$1M /year

(or proportional commercial PM trip)(flat rate for all residential and commerical uses)

Figure 11. Illustration of Typical Funding Tools Applied to Beaverton

Example Estimates for the City of Beaverton

For illustrative purposes, the estimates shown here demonstrate the application of three typical funding tools within the context 
of the City of Beaverton (Figure 11). If such funding tools where implemented in the City of Beaverton:

•	 For every 1 cent/gallon tax on gasoline could accrue approximately $300,000/year

•	 For every $1/month charge on residential and commercial utility bills could accrue approximately $500,000/year

•	 For every $1,000/home (or proportional commercial PM trip) charged on new development could accrue approximately 
$1,000,000/year

The gas tax revenue estimate is based on Tigard’s and Washington County’s annual revenue. Tigard has a 3 cent gas tax 
and 14 gas stations. On average, Tigard collects $686,500 per year ($16,350 per station, per 1 cent). The City of Beaverton 
has about 19 fueling stations. Using this as a guide, a 1 cent gas tax in Beaverton would generate approximately $310,650 
annually. Additionally, Washington County has a 1 cent gas tax and the revenues generated from this tax is shared between 
the cities and County based upon population. The City of Beaverton’s portion of the gas tax is about $330,000 per year. 

To estimate utility bill fee revenue, the number of existing households in Beaverton (39,501) is based on Census data. Beaverton’s 
business license records indicate 5,247 licenses currently in the City.  

In regard to the system development charge revenue estimate, new residential and commercial growth potential is based 
on Beaverton’s inventory of buildable lands. A mix of uses and vehicle trip rates were applied to each growth type, which 
indicates the potential for 7,718 additional dwelling units (single family equivalent) and approximately 17,842 additional PM 
peak hour trip ends for employment development. 

See Moving Beaverton Forward: Part 2 for more analysis and projections. 
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